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The Colusa County Board of Supervisors has reviewed the Programmatic EIS/EIR prepared
under the CalF~ program. The Board appreciates the volume of work, and the time rcquir~ to
compile data under the several elements within the EIS/EIR, howev~, such a vast publication is
certain to fall short in various areas based solely on its’ scope of influence and the speed of its’
completion. Considering the scope and length of the program report the time allotted to
adequately review and comment on the document was too limitui. Certainly there should be no
rush to enazt a program that will effect virtually every aspect of life in northern California, and
other parts of the state.

The County of Colnsa will be dramatically effected by any CalFed alternative because of its
location in the Central Valley and its agricultural economic base. Colusa County is located
seventy miles north of Sacramento in the heart of the Sacramento Valley. It is divided by the
Sacramento River on the east and the Tehama Colnsa Canal on the west. The Glenn-Colnsa
Irrigation District also overlaps Colnsa County. It begins at the Glenn County line and extends
south east of Williams serving the central northern section of Colusa County. The Colnsa Basin
Drain bisects the center of the county and drains over 1,000,000 acres in Glenn, Colusa, and Yolo
Counties, and also suppties irrigation water for adjacent lands. Water from the fiver system, the
Central Valley Project and groundwater sources is used in agricultural production, environmental
enhancement, and municipal services. Within the boundaries of Colusa County there are 450,236
a~res of farm ground, 23,000 acres of state and federal refuges, and twenty-one water and
reclamation districts. The economic stability of Colusa County depends on an adequate,
affordable, and reliable source of water.

In the spirit of local control and stakeholder input, the Colnsa County Board of Supervisors is
pleased to provide general comments related to the overall EIS/EIR followed by specific
references to the common elements of the CalFed program:

GENERAL COMMENTS

¯ Restoration plans that have been chara~erized as the largest in the history of the world, must
be conceptualized, developed, and managed locally. The top down approach to
environmental issues does not take into consideration local, and historical cultural prances.
Agency solutions are detrimental when developed without landowner and local government
input at the planning and development stage.

¯ Habitat for species should be concentrated first on federal, and state lands. Only after this
space is maximized for habitat and species protection should private lands be considered for
species enhancement. CalFed plans for land acquisition are not compatible with the
economic stability of Colusa County where a generous expanse of hahitat already exists.
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The Colusa County Board concurs with the restoration solution prindples as outlined, but
suggests an additional principle be incorporated. Sound science is the key to successful ~
restoration plans. Only environmental programs based on sound science, and subject to peer
review should be implemented. Historical land use, local conditions, and cultural prances
supported by landowners and local governments must be embodied in the solution principles.
Wide scale changes in local practices cannot be based on assumptions, or incomplete data.
Terms in the EIS/EIR such as may, or could suggest that the methodology presented is based
on a series of assumptions and not on proven technologies or methods.

The aims of environmental restoration must be realistic, and reflect reasonable goals. Plans
and programs developed at the agency level are absent a~ml on ground experience, and have
limited value in the field. Local citizens are the best administrators ~a’esenting a vast
repository of valuable knowledge, and practical skills attained through years of living on the
land that CalFed seeks to reconslntct.

Recommendations that use terms such as cooperatively managed, protect, and species
richness are vague. Landowners cannot be exp.-ted to support any terminology with no
clearly defined meaning, or impact. The logical inter~on of these terms implies that
agencies and/or environmental interests will be panners in the management of private
property. The intrusion of government into the day-to-day management of private industry is
una~eptable.

Some elements of the EISiEIR conflict with current environmental policies on a national and
statewide basis. Suggestions that call for the reduction of fuel loads in forests are in conflict
with ESA requirements to protect species. California rrgulations have restricted rice farmers
in numerous ways, i.e. burning, pestidde and herbicide use, and water diversions. This has
resulted in the reduction of ground planted to rice, and reduced yields in fields that remain in
rice production. However, CalFed calls for the increase office acreage for use as seasonal
wetlands. CalFed’s recommendations must take into ~nsideration the effect of current
legislation on real farming, and market practices.

¯ Governor Wilson recently stated in an article in the Sacramento Bee that"California act now
to se~are it’s water future." A secure long-term water fut~e for all the dtizens of California
will only be possible through the development of new water supply in the form of additional
off-stream storage and reservoirs. Short-term environmentally correct fixes will not meet the
needs of a growing population that increased by 600,000 in the last year. The Colusa County
Board strongly supports additional storage facilities both north and south of the Delta.
Additionally, it is extremely unlikely that the Board will sapport a fmal alternative that does
not include the construction of off-stream storage in the ~orth state. The constru~on of off-
stream storage in the north state is simply nn’tigation for the water that will be diverted from
the no~,h to the south. All California dtizens should share payment for storage fadlities
since the benefits of increased water supply and improved water quality are public advantages
of the same magnitude as ecological restoration and conveyance.

¯ Aren ofOrigin is ofkey importance to the dtizens ofthe north state. Legally binding
assurances ~¢garding ~ of Origi~ m~st be part of the CalFed d~a~aent
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Even though CalFed has federal, and state funding it cannot be exp~ed to meet the funding
requirements of all the proposed actions. Since resources are limited funding should be
targeted on projects, such as off-stream storage that accrue the most general, and long lasting
benefits. Ultimately, it will be the storage component of CalFed that will meet the demands of
an ever-growing population

COMMON ELEMENTS

General Assurances

¯ All three CalFed alternatives are based upon the development of a consensus assurance
package. The Phase II Interim Report, March 1998, states that, "Before CalFed can move
forward with any preferred program alternative, the CalFed agencies, and the many
stakeholder cotnmunities must develop a consensus on an assm’ances package." However,
assurances as defined by CaWed are meant to insure the implementation and agreed operation
of the alternatives. These will include funding,, regulatory, con~ and institutional
changes. The people of the north state refer to assurances as legally binding docmnents
assuring that Area of’Origin, and other local water rights are honored daring this process. A
reliable, and adequate water supply with attendant water rights is critical to the ongoing
economic, and environmental health of rural counties, now and in the future. These water
rights and promises must be upheld in the form of legally binding assurances.

Ecosystem Restoration Component

¯ Restoring salmon habitat in streams that do not have historical year round flows is not
practical. Program emphasis should be placed on realistic restoration efforts. Beginning the
restoration process in the main channel of rivers, and then moving to the streams is more
logical. If rivers cannot support adequate fish numbers, then there is no justifiable reason to
ax’dficially boost the salmon population in strums.

¯ Stony Creek is critical to the water supply of the Tehama Colusa Canal and Glenn-Colusa
Irrigation District, which are both partially located in Colusa County. Converting this
seasonal creek into year round salmon habitat would limit the water supply capabilities of
both districts. The Tehama Colusa Canal is already restrained by the operation of the Red
Bluff Diversion Dam, and fiather restrictions would severely impact the water supply to

¯ The Colusa Basin Drain has been identified as a component in the Colusa Basin Ecological
Unit. CalFed references thermal impacts from the Drain daring rice field de-watering in the
fall, and the Drains’ potential to draw salmon from their natural migration channel. The
Colnsa Basin Drain should not be treated as a tributary, and raarked for restoration. The Drain
is man-made, and was never intended to support salmon populations. The issue of warmer
water returning to the Sacramento River at the Knights Landing "outfaW’ gates was addressed
in the original SB 1086 Fisheries Report, and was ranked as the lowest action item.
Controlling the water temperature in the Drain will require massive amounts of water. Where
will the water come from, and who will pay for it?
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Liwstock gazing is important to Colusa County. R~at studies conducted in Montana and
Wyoming conclude that grazing along waterways is beneficial to both fivestock, and the
water resource. Sound science must precede any grazing restrictions since grazing
adaptations will impact the economic base of Colusa County.

¯ CalFed suggests k~y actions for"protecting and managing" 2,000 acres of seasonal w~ands,
"coopera~vely manage" 26,435 acres of~isting public and private seasonal wetlands, and
"cooperatively manage" 111,000 acres of agricultural lands. Currently, Colusa County has
23,000 acres of wetlands in three refuges and thousands more acres of seasonal wetlands in
the form of rice fields. Colusa County continues to subsidize state and federal property
holdings to the d~a’iment of its citizens through the Refuge Sharing Act tax status granted to
such properties. Will the financial burden of federal and state ownership of property increase
in Colusa County?

¯ The number of acres targeted by CalFed for restoration is consistent with the Joint Venture
Habitat Agreement; a Memorandum of Understanding signed by a number of state and
federal agencies, and environmental interests. Local counties wen: not involved in the
development of the MOU and yet, plans are going forward without the consent of local
counties, or local citizens. Consultation on a local level is a necessary st~p BEFORE
implementation.

¯ The suggestion that lands within Colusa County be subjected to "p~odic flooding and
overland flow from river flood plains" is alarming. It appears that CalFed eadorses a plan
where by the Sacramento River would be allowed to meander over the lands in Colusa
County. The Colusa County Board has grave concerns regarding meander zones. A
Sacramento River meander study conducted by the SB 1086 ripm’ian ~ttee included
areas north of the Olenn-Colusa county line, and cited virtually no changes to the river coupe
through Colusa County. Is the CalFed plan compatible with SB 10867 Additionally, the
eastside of Colusa County is already included in the Sacramento River flood control and weir
system. Is the CalFed meander plan compatible with existing flood control systems and
infi’astructures? Colusa County has experienced the devastation of natural and man-made
floods, and cannot afford to become the victim of an experiment with meander zones.

¯ Protecting and maintaining riparian and shaded riverine habitat is appropriate when
landowners and local governments are involved from conception to planning and strategy;
however, Colusa County will not support the loss of more agricultural acreage, and tax base.

¯ CalFed offers no definition for what constitutes a slough or channel. Maintaining riparian
vegetation along water conveyance systems is not practice’! and adds to the flooding potential
within Colusa County since such a plan does not meet the standard operation practices for
water delivery and drainage. These systems were not designed to be wildlife habitat, and if
managed for habitat will effect the efficiency of water delivery systems. In addition, it has
been our ~rxperience that habitat development, and the maintenance of levees in conjunction
with flood control are in direct conflict. How does CalFed plan to make them compatible?

¯ Local experience has shown that improving habitat adjacent to agricultural lands has
increased predation on adjacent crops. Who will pay for predation losses? What assurances
will CalFed give to local landowners who border habitat areas?
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¯ CalF~d suggests a programmatic action of deferring fall tillage on rice fields, and leaving rice
- in the fields to support wildlife. These actions do not reflect real life concerns, and issues

O
faced by Colusa County farmers.

: ¯ CalFed recommends the development of"brood ponds." Additional brood ponds, while
beneficial in areas where there are few wetlands, are not of significant value in areas like
Colusa County where wetlands are abundant.

¯ The restoration element calls for a reduction of contaminants in the river system. The goal of
contaminant reduction is beneficial, but contaminant studies must be based on sound science
not assumptions, and be evaluated by a peer review panel. Objective and accurate data is
crucial to agriculture, and the livestock industry in particular.

The restoration element targets the giant garter snake, a federally listed threatened spedes. It
suggests restoring habitat throughout the Colusa Basin Ecological Zone while also stating
that the Colusa National Wildlife Refuge harbors the highest concentration of giant garter
snakes in the C~tral Valley.. Restoration of ad~tional garter snake habitat in Colusa Co~y
will further reduce productive agricultural acreage.

¯ Maintaining fish fi’iendly average daffy temperatures in the Sacramento River and several
creeks during the spring and fall months would require large releases of c.older water fxom
Shasta Dam and Black Butte Reservoir. Flows in the months of March, April, and May are
targeted for increased cfs ranges. These proposals would impact the water supply available
for irrigation of crops that are essential to the economic stability of Colusa County.

CalFed proposes the retirement of vast numbers of agricultural acres. The impa~3 of land
retirement on local communities were fore, steal by the drought of the 1980’s. The viability
of county governments would be in jeopardy. The Colusa County Board cannot accept
further reduction of productive ag ground by state, and federal agency action.

Water Quality Component

¯ The Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment, and Research Plan (CMARP) is an important
component in understanding water quality. These monitoring programs must be locally
developed and managed, thus assuring local stakeholders that sound scientific standardized
methodologies are implemented to assure fair and comprehensive results. An outside peer
review should evaluate the process to assure that sound scientific principles, and techniques
are fo~dowed. CalFed should fund this program.

¯ Current practices cannot be thrown out on a wholesale basis until viable altmmtive products
and methodologies are identified. Incentives are recommended over punitive actions. A
cooperative approach that is landowner, and local govmanent based must be used to resolve
these issues.

¯ Specifics of the program for data gathering techniques as well as for resolving conflicts must
be identified. Landowner input will be a key element to the success or failure of such
programs. Therefore, it is recommended that landowners and local governments should be
the driving force in doveloping the data monitoring methodologies.
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Out of 236 organizations in the CalFed Water Quality Technical Group only six represented
northern California landowners or 3%, agencies represented 75 of 236, or 32%, and
environmental groups represented 19 of 236, or 8% of the total group. Northern California
interests were under represented. Since most of the water comes from northern California,
we need equal representation on CalFed water quality issues.

Watershed Component

¯ The watershed component of the CalFed Program has been added at the last minute. Only in
the last five months have watersheds surfaced as an important element in the CalFed process.
Further development of’this infant component must include local input and control.

¯ Private landowners and local governments must be at the foundational level of all watershed
plans and programs. Without prime landowner cooperation no w *atershed program will b¢
successful. Successful programs should be developed, and matmged locally, and reflect local
needs. The top down approach will result in failure, and additional resentment of
government. We support less government intrusion into private property.

¯ No new agencies or authorities need to be developed to assist in watershed management.
Local county government in conjtmction with landowners are the best suited to act as their
own watershed steering committees. Agency expertise should be used in an advisory
capacity only at the request of local steering committees. This process must not be a top
down approae&. Often plans and actions are developed by agencies and environmentalists
who do not have a real understanding of local land use policies and prattles, and because
they do not have to live with decisions, they recommend practices that are not realistic.
Assuring that the process is landowner and local government driven will provide realistic,
workable solutions to environmental issues.

¯ Identifying watershed projects will be relatively easy. The difficult par will be to identify
the funding to implement such projects. Who will pay for these projects, and how will
watershed projects is prioritized? How will each watershed receive fair funding share, and
who will determine tiffs? Will county governments be funded as active partivipaats in the
process? Currently local rural governments do not have the funds, or ~ available to
participate in watershed activities.

Water U~e Effkieney Component

According to CaIFec[, the California Constitution (Article X, Section 2) prohibits "waste or
unreasonable use of water and excludes from water fights any water that is not reasonably
required for beneficial use." However, the Water Use Efficiency comtxamnt does not define
reasonable use, leaving the interpretation open. What is considered reasonable and efficient
use will vary depending on the area of California attempting to define the terms.
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The Water Use Efficiency component calls for the "effident use of developed water
supplies." Effidency is an admirable goal, but c~ntrol should remain at the local level. The
efficiency component cites current agd ~¢2altural water use efficiency at a 73% level and calls
for an increase to 85% by the year 2020’ assuming that 520,000-acre feet of water will be
freed up by the recommended water efficiency methods.2 On=farm and water district
irrigators are defined as4"mexp~enced,3 and CalFed recommends that farmers hire irrigation
efficiency professionals adding $7.80 per acre to existing production costs according to
CalFed estimates.5 The Board has serious concerns about water efficiency goals that would
dictate cropping patterns in the Colusa County area. The choices open to local farmers
regarding what they plant, and where they plant it is a matter of self-determination, and
government must not intrude.

The Water Use Efficiency component recommends the use of horizontal axis washing
machines, low flow toilets and showerheads, and adjustments to landscape water needs, thus
extending the CalFed influence into local front yards, laundry rooms, and bathrooms
graphically exposing the over-reach of the entire CalFed plan.

¯ The effidency component defines efficient water use as "characterized by the implementation
of local water management actions that increase the achievement of CalFed goals and
objectives." CalFed refers repeatedly to local control and yet according to the efficiency
component, ag water users "must demonstrate appropriate water management and planning
is being carried out, and cost effective effidency measures are being implemented in order to
receive new water, participate in water tranffe~, and receive water from the drought water
bank." Agricultural water users must meet the above criteria and receive endorsement from
the Ag Water Management Council. According to the Water Use Efficiency component, "If
an acceptable majority" of ag water suppliers have not prepared, adopted, received Council
endorsement, and begun implementation of their ag water management plans by January 1,
1999, then "legislative and regulator7 mechanisms will be triggered." Further, CalFed calls

for investi~a~on by the State Water Resources Control Board of waste and unreasonable use
violations. The Ag Water Management Council was created by passage of AB3616, but
operates under a Memorandum ofUnderstanding~ CalFed has elevated the role of the
Council to a regulatory status. What happened to local control?

¯ The efficiency component poses 13 questions about water marketing, but provides no
auswers.7 Transfers, water marketing, and groundwater are given less detailed analysis in the
Water Use Efficiency component raising many questions that CalFed does not resolve within
the component. This is a perfect example of the rush to implement the CalFed plan without
appropriate study. These questions need to be answered prior to moving forward with the
CalFed plan.

Tech Appendix 4-.2, 4-9, 4-10
Tech Appendix 4-25
Tech Appendix 4-49
Tech Appendix 4-6
Tech Appendix 4-49
General Assurances 2-6; 2-13
Tech Appendix 7-4
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The component reco[~nizes problems in groundwater transfers including subsidence, social
and economic impacts, and suggests a number of ways to mitigate local losses. CalFed
should be aware that local counties have passed groundwater and transfer ordinances that
need to be recognized. Counties and water districts have also adopted AB3030 plans that
cover groundwater management and transfer issues. Control should stay at the local level.

¯ The Water Use Efficiency component proposes the establishment of a "clearinghouse" to
analyze the benefits and impa~ts oflransf~s. This creates another agency middleman, adding
to existing governmental red tape, and siphoning funds f~om other areas of CalFed, and local
entities.8

¯ While efficient use of water is obviously imuiable, it must never undermine the viability of
agricultural soil within the county. It is generally understo~t that a certain amount ofwater
flowing over the soil is necessary to maintain its quality by preventing the build up of salts,
and other undesirable minerals. The loss of water due to efficiency measures dictated by the
CalFed Program could jeopardize the economic, and environmental stability of Colusa
County.

VARIABLE ELEMENTS

Storage is usually referred to in the form of surface storage resetwoirs and groundwat~ basins.
According to CalFed documents, storage may, or may not be included in the Cal Fed alternatives.
Surface storage provides not only an increase in water supply, but has added benefits to flood
control, power generation and regulation, recreation, and the environment. Currently, there are
over 30 major reservoirs within the Sacramento-San Joaquin system with a combined gross
capacity of over 25 MAF.

Groundwater banking and conjun~ve use are considered as additional viable options for storing
water. Under these programs surf~e water is diverted for agriculture, or urban use during wet
years which allows the aquifer to recharge, and then during dry years water is extracted from
ground storage to meet these needs, and surface water is transfen~ CalFed has identified 250
TAF of groundwater in the Sacramento Valley, and 500 TAF in the San Joaquin Valley as target
volumes for the CalFed process.

Conjunctive use and water storage relates directly to water transfers. Currently the size of the
Colusa Basin aquifer, and the quantity and quality of groundwater resources in the Sacramento
Valley has not been d~ermined. While local efforts are ~[’,ting to determine the viability of
conjunctive use through 3030 plans, and water ordinances are being implemented to protect
groundwater, large and long term water transfers should not be viewed as the solution to water
deficiencies in other parts of the State.

Water transfers that rely on conjunctive use can adversely affect rural source areas in many ways.
Agriculture in the source/supply areas of the transferred water may suffer due to a lowering of the
water table and subsidence. Local economies and the social well being of rural citizens may
suffer due to changes in income and employment. The rural environment will be severely
impacted if the aquifers are over dra~ed. Prior to implementation of conjunctive use programs

= Te~h Appendix 7-16

C--01 31 84
(3-013184



thorough local studies must determine the amount, and recharge ability of local aquifers. Any
state, or federal conjunctive use programs must comply with local groundwater ordinances.

While some arras in the north state are flush with groundwater Colusa County has virtually no
groundwater on the west side of the County and the east side is already demonstrating water
quality degradation due to salts, therefore Colusa County’s ability to contribute to conjunctive use
programs is extremely lhnited. Additional concerns relating to land subsidence must be
addressed as surface water delivery systems, and flood control systems are dependent upon stable
ground surface levels.

Water storage is imperative to the long-term health and economic well being of northern
California. While CalFed maintains that its purpose is to solve the problems in the Delta, the goal
should be redefined to solving the States’ water supply problem. Until this issue is addressed
there will be no long=term fix to the Delta. Since the northern part of the State will shoulder the
burden of supplying California’s water, CalFed must not be limited in its review process of the
real problem, the ever increasing need for wa~ related to population growth. The only solution
is multiple off-stream storage facilities both north and south of the Delta.

The goal of CalFed should be to make each region in California self-sufficient in regard to water
demand and supply. While off-stream storage is foundational to a statewide solution, and it
offers many benefits, off-stream storage facility site areas such as Site~Colusa Reservoir project
in Colusa County will be negatively impaled in the following ways:

¯ Conversion of dryland farm ground and grazing aerie
¯ Reduction of crop revenue and tax base due to conw:rsions
¯ Possible conflict with the Williamson A~ and other local land use plans and polities
¯ Loss ofagjobs
¯ Environmental assessments on private property and related "Takings" issues

These negative impacts may be offset in part by:

¯ R~reational benefits
¯ Dry year alternative water supply
¯ Local water supply fi’om reservoir projects
¯ Flood control benefits

Therefore, not only the extraction of northern California water, but also the housing of off-stream
facilities should be mitigated. The beneficiaries of this water, the environment, and populations
south of Sacramento, should share the cost of these projevts. This is in keeping with the CalFed
recommendation that users should p~,y their full share. If it were not for the increased demand
from the south and the reallocation of water to the environment such facilities would not be
necessary. Remember the north state did not canse the problems in the Delta.

In regard to staging, it is the feeling of the Board that all reservoirs be camstmcted prior to
conveyance thus giving the citizens of the north state the necessary assurances that the north state
will not be drained to benefit the south.
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Conveyance

The conveyance element of the CalFed program describes various alternatives to move water
through the Delta to export to southern California. As the population grows so will the demand
for water through the Delta. Currently the State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley Project
(CVP) have an export capacity of 15,000 cfs. The U.S. Corps of Engineers limits exports through
the SWP to 6,680 cfs except during winter months. The CVP has a capacity of 4,600 efs.

CalFed has identified three alternatives as viable options:

¯ Alternative I: Existing System Conveyance. Delta channels would remain the same, but
some selected channel improvements in the southern Delta together with flow and stage
barriers would allow increased pumping to full physical capacity of the SWP to 10,300 cfs.

¯ Alternative Ih Modified through Delta Conveyance. Improvements north and south of the
Delta channels, and widening of eharmel configurations.

¯ Alternative IIh Duel Delta Conveyance. Combination of modified Delta Channels, and a
new canal or pipeline connecting the Sacramento River with the export facilities at the SWP
and CVP. The expected capacity of this new conveyance facility is in the 5,000 cfs to 15,000
cfs. The new facility would place a siphon under all waterways and infrastructures to
minimize aquatic, and human disturbance.

CalFed appears to be supporting the third alternative, Duel Delta Conveyance, as the preferred
alternative. While this alternative may be best for southern California interests it raises some key
concerns for northern California. They are as follows:

¯ The screening facility will require a screen to meet 15,000 cfs. No facility exists today that
meets these criteria. There is no proven track record for a screen this large.

¯ The proposed screen facility cannot screen for the vulnerable stages offish species, such as
striped bass, and thus will relocate fish mortality from south Delta diversions to the
Sacramento River. Historically, northern California has suffered severe consequences for
violations of the ESA such as at GCID, and the TC Canal. Northern Califomia should not be
held accountable for fish losses related to an isolated facility.

¯ Shipping 15,000 cfs through the canal will route water away from the Delta that would
normally have been used for fish passage, and water flow circulation. While it supports
fisheries, it will require more water for the flushing flows necessary to maintain water quality
in, and through the Delta.

¯ Prior to implementing the preferred alternative all eighteen distinguishing characteristics
mentioned on page 79-80 of the Phase II Interim Report need to be addressed.

¯ "An open channel is recommended over a pipeline because the two appear to have similar
degrees of environmental impacts, and a pipeline will not significantly improve insurance
against future increases in diversion capacity.’’9 Additionally, the proposed canal will be 44
miles long and "consist of a trapezoidal section with gentle side slopes and a top width of

9 Phase II, Inter m Report, pg. 99
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around 600 feet and a dep~ of 27 feet. The pipeline facility would consist of side-by-side
buried concrete pipelines.’ 10 The capacity of a pipeline is restricted to the circumference of
the pipe, and the operating criteria, while the capacity of a canal can fluctuate, and can be
raised to increase capacity, or built to plan for additional capacity in the future. The larger a
canal is the more potential carrying capacity. It is evident that an open canal is not only
cheaper to build, and operate, but can also be easily expanded for increased capacity.

¯ No limit has been set on the total amount of water to be exported to the south. A cap on
water exports needs to be set for the protection of the Delta and northern California. An open
canal lends itself to expanded exports. How much water will be transferred from northern
California? Is there a cap? What indicators will trigger a decision that exports have exceeded
their limits?

¯ ’�l~ere are relatively minor differences in the acres of land use changes required among the
alternatives. Ecosystem restoration will require up to 200,000 acres of change in each
alternative. Some of this is already in government ownership, but most is agricultural land in
private ownership. Levee changes could require up to 35,000 acres in each alternative.
Water quality actions could affect approximately 40,000 acres. Storage could affect
approximately 60,000 acres in each alternative. Conveyance could impact approximately
5,000 acres more land in Alternative 3 than Alternatives 1 and 2.’’~ How much of this land
will be located in Colusa County?

¯ While Alternative II1 may be the preferred alternative, a recommended "staging"
implementation format is being discussed. Current discussions are focusing on trigger
mechanisms that set a goal, and once accomplished this goal triggers the next stage in the
implementation process. This staging concept is an incremental approach to the decision
making process. While appropriate in some arenas, i.e.: environmental restoration, it leaves
some stakeholders holding the bag when it comes to essential components such as guarantees
for storage. It is of paramount importance that no conveyance facility be constructed prior to
storage in the north state. Instead of a staging format, we recommend a coupling format
whereby one project is linked directly to another. Storage should be linked to conveyance.
This assures all interested parties that each entity gets what they need, and they move forward
together.

¯ Transferring more water south will only feed the ever-increasing need, and insatiable
appetite for water. CalFed, while attempting to address the water requirements of today, is
overlooking the ever-increasing needs of tomorrow. Population growth will be the major
contributor to increased water demands in the future. CalFed needs to address this issue if
Califomia is to reach a true balance of supply.

Funding is of primary concern. The current funding proposal suggests that the user or the
beneficiary pay for the associated facility. Since northern California did not cause the
problems in the Delta, northern Californians should not bear the entire cost for storage, or
pay in the form of a Wansfer water tax.

1o Phase II, Inter m Report, pg. 100

O Phase II, Inter m Report, pg. 10911
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CONCLUSION

CalFed will be one of the most intrusive government programs addressed by rural counties during
the next century. The interests of rural counties need to be fully represented during the process,
as most of the targeted actions directly effect the people and lands within these counties. While
the Colusa County Board of Supervisors supports the recovery of the Delta, we do not want a
disproportionate share of the burden placed on agriculture, local governments, and private
landowners.

Representatives of CalFed have made verbal claims that CalFed is a voluntary program.
However, in reading the details of the draft, recommendations of legislative and regulatory
actions surface. The assertion by CalFed of local control and local involvement is undermined by
the punitive actions described in the EIS/EIR, proving that "voluntary and consensus" generally
leads to mandatory compliance. Citizens within rural counties have experienced this incremental
approach where voluntary programs eventually become mandatory programs, i.e. the first no bum
days for flee. Consensus is encouraged, but programs mu~t remain vohmtary. The strong ann of
government even now heavily regulates citizens within rural counties, and hlcrementalism opens
the door to expanded government.

Rural governments need legally binding assurances that Area of Origin and water rights will be
upheld and supported, and that the programs implemented will be cooperative in nature,
administered by local people and fully funded by CalFed; that private property rights be upheld as
set forth in the Constitution of the United States; that programs are realistic and based in sound
science; that new agencies will not be created but rather existing agencies will be held
accountable for their actions and expenditures; that any discussions of "staging" of programs and
projects include the involvement of the local counties where the projects will be implemented;
that all mandated costs to local counties related to implementing the CalFed programs are
reimbursed; and finally, that the selected alternatives to "fix" the Delta are not carried out at the
expense of northern California.

12

C--01 31 88
C-013188



COUNTY OF COLUSA
COLUSA, CALIFORNIA

95932-2492 ~L__._~._,_~,~_-_--~

BO~ OF SUPERVISO~

~-~ ~,I~    lhh,,1,hl,,h,,,d,!.,,hl,h,hhth,,hh,,h,ll


